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Memberships and subscriptions expire in September 1979. 
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1979, the Fall 1979 issue of the CSSH Quarterly (Vol. II, No. | issue) will be the 
last issue you receive. 

Please send in your membership renewal ($10; $11 U.S. for members residing 
outside the U.S.A.) or subscription renewal ($12; $13 U.S. for subscribers resid- 
ing outside the U.S.A.) as soon as possible before September 30, 1979. Thank 
you. 
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EDITORIAL 
Dear Readers, 


I recently received a letter from a young Christian college student asking how 
the things she was studying in a social psychology class related to basic Biblical 
doctrines regarding man and creation. As I prayerfully considered her letter 
three points came to mind. I believe that careful reflection upon the subject 
matter of social psychology (and other social science disciplines as well) clearly 
reveals confirmation of at least these three basic Biblical truths. The first of 
these is our basic helplessness apart from God. In the words of Paul, “what do 
you have that you did not receive? But if you did receive it, why do you boast as 
if you had not received it?” (I Cor. 4:7). Modern scholarship in the social scien- 
ces certainly confirms this Biblical truth. Without God we can do nothing. We 
become slaves of our pleasures, habits, environment, etc. This truth is com- 
municated in the social sciences in the form of the idea that we are products of 
our environment and that to a great degree we are bound to the situational con- 
text. The second important Biblical truth testified to by modern scholarship is 
our fallen and sinful nature. Research findings showing man to be noble and 
virtuous are few and far between if not totally nonexistent. The idea of sov- 
ereign and noble man as “the captain of his soul” are unscriptural holdovers of 
the Renaissance rebellion against the sovereignty of God and the truth that “no 
one is good except God alone.” (Luke 18:19). The third point is one I do not 
know exactly how to word. It follows, I believe, from the scripture passage, “Let 
Us make man in Our image, according to Our likeness.” (Gen. 1:26) Man in 
God’s image has a great intrinsic desire to know, create, understand, control, 
predict and have meaning. One can find all sorts of evidence of this image in the 
research findings of social psychology. Paradoxically perhaps but also related to 
God’s image in just the same way is man’s love of rest and security. We want 
freedom and flexibility but we also want structure. We want to know and 
understand but we also want to trust and believe without knowing as little chil- 
dren. We want mysteries both solved and unsolved. This, of course, is why we 
can never be satisfied apart from God, and your studies in the social sciences 
will testify to that. Godless man is restless and dissatisfied. 

Paul D. Ackerman 
Editor 


LETTERS AND COMMENTS 


Dear Editor: 
Congratulations on publishing Dick Elmendorf! I follow with great interest 
his correspondence with John Robbins. ; 
All the articles are So Good. Keep up the Good Work. God bless you and 
please pray for me. 


Paula Haigh 

c/o Eldred Cox 

315 Madison St. 

Colonial Beach, VA 22443 


Dear Editor: 

Thave read part of your last number, but do not have it beside me on the ferry 
where I am at present on the way to Vancouver for the day. Business period- 
ically takes me over. 

T do however recollect the tenor of your editorial comments, and found there 
a note which I cannot personally endorse, although it does not affect my best 
wishes for the success of your work in general. I refer to the statement to the ef- 
fect that you were toeing the line in insisting upon a (more or less) 10,000 year 
old earth. This will ensure that your periodical is not blackmarked by the many 
creationists on this continent who hold this view exclusively, but is it right to 
Start a paper, presumably in the spirit of humble inquiry, and determine from 
the start (as well as stating in an editorial) that you “keep rank,” i.e. have frozen 
your position, on the most controversial question among creationists? I greatly 
respect Drs. Gish and Morris, who both know of my reserves concerning a 10, 
000 year universe. If this turned out correct, I believe I could good-naturedly 
join in the laugh. I am in no way committed to what evolutionists have to say 
about ages, nor about the fossil record of course, but I believe that there are 
enough spiritual, scriptural, and scientific questions of magnitude to make it 
important to keep open the question of just how and when things happened be- 
tween Genesis 1.1 and Genesis 1.31. Respect for the many fine spiritually 
minded men who have differed and now differ on these questions, is alone 
sufficient in my view to justify more openness, in a matter involving interpret- 
ation, and relative to something essentially mysterious. 

Ihave ceased trying to persuade people that allowance for time somewhere in 
the brief record of Genesis | is not necessarily due to conscious or unconscious 
concession to evolutionists. They try, but they can’t help judging their differing 
brethren en masse as 1/2 evolutionists (sometimes true). 


Dennis Burrowes 
1556 Arrow Rd. 
Victoria, B.C. 
Canada 


Dear Editor: 

We at Lubbock Bible Church deeply appreciate and count it a Blessing that 
you have begun bringing Doctrinal light to the Social Sciences and Humanities. 
As Chairman of our Library Committee, it was brought to my attention that we 
had not as yet subscribed to your publication, and as a result, the article on 
Metaphor: An Evidence from Design of the Creation Model by our own Kathy 
Lynn Hutson was not in our library. 

While I realize that the issues in question, Vol. I, No. 1-Winter 1978 and Vol. 
I, No.1-Fall 1978, may no longer be available, if they are it would be a particular 
blessing for this Body of Christ. We will of course be glad to pay an extra charge 
for these back issues. We pray for your continued growth and success. 


Cary T. Kingston 
Lubbock, TX 79410 


Dear Editor: 

We do not at this time have the opportunity to consider all the ramifications 
of the conflict between the Christian view of the law and sin and guilt, on the 
one hand, and the philosophy of evolution on the other, but it might be well if 
someday a Christian lawyer with a solid knowledge of biblical doctrine would 
make a study of this subject. The argument that Clarence Darrow used to use 
on his juries, namely, that the defendants, though guilty, were not responsible 
for their crimes . . . the theory of many modern penologists that the purpose’ of 
our whole penal system is not to punish but to reform .. . would be interesting 
items of evidence to consider in this study. . .. This whole question has a bear- 
ing also on the widespread lawlessness and delinquency of our time. For three 
generations our public schools have been teaching our children that they are the 
descendants of animals. We ought not to be surprised when they begin to act 
like animals. 


From April 1979 

Creation Science Association News, p.2 
published by Creation Science Association 
18346 Beverly 

Birmingham, MI 48009 


Editor's Note: 
The C.S.S.H. Quarterly would be glad to consider for publication a study by a 
Christian lawyer as outlined above. 


Dear Editor: 

Thank you for publishing my “letter” in the CSSHS Quarterly! I am certainly 
glad that you recognize the concern of pro-science creationists about the 
“science vs religion” conflict creeping back into the C/E controversy. I’ll look 
forward to seeing Mr. Robbins’s reply, or that of others. 

Keep tilting! 


R.G. Elmendorf 
Bairdford, PA 15006 


Dear Editor: 

Your article “The Problem of Origins in the Academic Disciplines” in this 
last issue (Spring 1979) was very strong and convincing, especially with the em- 
phasis of compassion on the intellectual “beaten and stranded” by humanism. I 
pray that God will continue to bless the “good Samaritan” view of CSSHS and 
that we might again see a strong testimony for Christ in academia. I can truly 
see the possibility, for “the Lord is not limited to work by many or by few.” 
Thank you for your continued valiant service. 


Kathy Hutson 
3109-B 33rd 
Lubbock, TX 79410 


Dear Editor: 

Thank you for publishing my “letter” in the CSSHS Quarterly! I am certainly 
glad that you recognize the concern of pro-science creationists about the 
“science vs religion” conflict creeping back into the C/E controversy. I’ll look 
forward to seeing Mr. Robbins’s reply, or that of others. 

Keep tilting! 


R.G. Elmendorf 
Bairdford, PA 15006 


Dear Editor: 

The Quarterly looks like it will be a valuable tool. One observation, the use of 
“brother,” though the expression is expressive of warm spiritual relationship, 
will not endear the Quarterly as a scholarly journal. Thank you for the fine 
work. 


Robert Suran 
2305 Springdale Rd. S.E. 
Decatur, ALA 35601 


“ANNOUNCEMENT 


A Christian Arts Conference will be held at the Berkshire Christian College, Old 
Stockbridge Road, Lenox, Mass. 01240, on the weekend of September 21, 22 and 
23, 1979. There will be an art exhibit, lectures and workshops, a short film, musical 
performance and a museum visit (Clark Art Institute, Williamstown). 

Among the speakers and leaders are Sheldon Vanauken, author of A Severe 
Mercy (Eternity magazine’s 1978 “Best Christian Book of the Year” award 
winner); Luci Shaw, author of two books of poetry (published by Harold Shaw 
Publishers, Wheaton, IL); Ralph Mattson, author of the parable Mr. Slef and co- 
author of The Truth About You (Revell); Dr. Richard Lovelace of Gordon- 
Conwell Seminary; Mrs. Sandra Bowden of Clifton Park, NY, a painter and 
printmaker whose work brings accomplished style and Scriptural delight to Chris- 
tians and a growing number of Jews. There will be exhibits of fine pottery, paint- 
ings, prints, probably sculpture and silkscreen work, calligraphy and more. 

All inquiries about the Conference should be addressed to: 

Mrs. Richard L. Perera 
219 South Mountain Road 
Pittsfield, Mass. 01201 

Mrs. Perera, a member of CSSHS, writes: “The aim (of the Conference) is not 
to glorify high style as such, but to glorify the Lord who is showing some of His 
people how to use their talents with grace and purity, yet not as the sometimes- 
sentimental ‘Christian propaganda’ that makes Christ unnecessarily strange to in- 
tellectuals. Christians who enjoy the arts can meet one another, and some who are 
still only on the fringes of Christianity will, we think, ask longing questions at last 
because their minds are confronted with truths more satisfying that the culture’s 
latest myths.” 
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CREATION SOCIAL SCIENCE 
AND HUMANITIES SOCIETY 


The Creation Social Science and Humanities Society (CSSHS) was incor- 
porated. in Wichita, Kansas, in 1977. The CSSHS is educational, and will 
promote and disseminate information on the implications of the Biblical crea- 
tion model of origins for the social sciences and humanities, with emphasis on 
the development of these disciplines in accordance with the rapidly emerging 
and increasingly well established natural scientific models of Biblical creation. 

This Quarterly Journal is directed toward teachers and students of the social 
sciences and humanities, especially in institutions of higher learning. The 
CSSHS may also publish books, monographs, and other writings, and sponsor 
speakers, seminars, and research projects related to its educational purpose. 

IRS tax-exempt status was granted December 30, 1977. All contributions are 
tax-deductible. 

Voting membership is initially by invitation of the Board of Directors of the 
CSSHS to candidates eligible on the following basis: 

a. persons with at least a baccalaureate degree in the social sciences or 
humanities; or 

b. persons 18 years old or over, who have office in another creation-science 
organization with beliefs substantially identical with those contained in the 
CSSHS Statement of Belief, for at least one year immediately prior to applying 
for membership in the CSSHS. Voting membership dues are $10 (foreign, $11 
U.S.) per year. 

Sustaining membership is open to those who subscribe to the CSSHS 
Statement of Belief. Sustaining membership dues are $10 (foreign, $11 U.S.) 
per year. 

Both voting and sustaining memberships include subscription to the CSSHS 
Quarterly, and are reckoned as beginning and ending in September. 

Non-members may subscribe to the CSSHS Quarterly at the rate of $12 
(foreign, $13 U.S.) per year. 

Officers: Dr. Paul D. Ackerman, President; Mrs. E. Sue Paar, Vice-President; 
Mrs. Ellen Myers, Secretary-Treasurer. 

Editor: Dr. Paul D. Ackerman 

Staff: David Burke, Mrs. Vickie Burke, Mrs. E. Sue Paar. 

Board of Reference: Dr. Duane T. Gish, San Diego, California; Rev. Walter 
Lang, Caldwell, Idaho; Dr. Henry M. Morris, San Diego, California; Mr. Harold 
S. Slusher, E/ Paso, Texas; Dr. John C. Whitcomb, Jr., Winona Lake, Indiana; 
Dr. Clifford A. Wilson, Mt. Waverley, Victoria, Australia. 


Clip and mail to: CREATION SOCIAL SCIENCE 
AND HUMANITIES SOCIETY 
1429 N. Holyoke 
Wichita, Kansas 67208 


D Enclosed is my payment of $10* for Sustaining Membership dues. I sub- 
scribe to the Creation Social Science and Humanities Society’s Statement of 
Belief: 

1, The Bible is the written Word of God. It is inspired and inerrant through- 
out. Its assertions are historically and scientifically true in all the original 
autographs. To the student of the social sciences and humanities this 
means that the account of origins in Genesis is a factual presentation of 
simple historical truths. 

2. All basic types of living things, including man, were made by direct creative 
acts of God during the Creation Week described in Genesis. Whatever 
biological changes have occurred since Creation Week have accomplished 
only changes within the original created kinds. 

3. The great Flood described in Genesis, commonly referred to as the Noa- 
chian Flood, was an historic event worldwide in its extent and effect. 

4. We are an organization of Christian men and women who accept Jesus 
Christ as our Lord and Saviour. The account of the special creation of 
Adam and Eve as one man and woman in the image of God and their 
subsequent fall into sin is the basis for our belief in the necessity of a 
Saviour for all mankind. Therefore, salvation can come only through ac- 
cepting Jesus Christ as our Saviour. 


Date: 
Signature. 


Address:, 








City: State__- ZIP. 





*($11 U.S. if you reside outside the USA). 


O Enclosed is non-member subscription fee of $12 (foreign, $13 U.S.) for one 
year’s subscription to the CSSHS Quarterly (to run through September 1980). 
Mail to: 


Name. 


Address, 








City. 





State. ZIP. 





The Sociology of Scientific Reception 
in the Creation-Evolution Debate 
Judith Tarr Harding 


“If the known facts of science better support creation than evolution, as cre- 
ationist leaders maintain, why is creationism not more accepted in scientific cir- 
cles?” Many who are newly exposed to scientific creationist thought have asked 
this question. Are there factors other than “plain facts” which influence scien- 
tific reception? 

Ideally, the scientific method gives no ruling hand to any thesis which cannot 
be witnessed by observers and tested experimentally. In its increasing role as ul- 
timate authority in empirical matters, this idealized definition of science (a very 
good one) has become to many the most respectable method for verifying all 
truth. The average person today consciously or unconsciously places a great 
deal of faith in “science.” To him, science has the magic recipe for all truth: dis- 
cover facts (or educate one with facts), add the scientific method, and the dish 
served up will automatically be truth. 

While the scientific method is most effective in discovering, defining, and tes- 
ting present observable realities (gravity, for example, or activities of DNA), it is 
woefully inefficient in producing empirical proof for origins. A thorough study 
of the world’s genesis brings one into many scientific disciplines where much of 
past history cannot be reduplicated, or where the belief that present process 
rates must always apply to the past is at best an untestable assumption. One 
evolutionary writer’s comments about the paucity of evidence illustrate the 
difficulties: 

With few exceptions, the fossil record shows us only isolated segments 
of time, many of which are closely comparable to the present in terms of 
durations. Thus, although evolution emphasizes the genetic continuity of 
life, the material by which we study evolution is broken up into units: liv- 
ing animals are separated by reproductive isolation, and fossil animals by 
the incompleteness of the fossil record. In fact, so sparse is the fossil re- 
cord, despite the tens of thousands of fossils that are stored and studied in 
museums, that to get a complete picture of evolution is a little like trying 
to reconstruct Gone With the Wind from the scraps on the cutting-room 
floor.' 

The difficulties, however, in solving the creation-evolution debate are far 
deeper than incomplete knowledge. Great inefficiencies lie in the systems of re- 
ception of scientific information. A thorough understanding is needed of the 
many factors (other than the scientific method) that influence which ideas will 
be received and awarded the label “Science-Says-This-Is-True.” Such insights 
will temper the naive inclination to view moder science as a standard relatively 
invulnerable to widespread mistakes. 

This paper will focus on Alfred de Gracia’s excellent insights into scientific 
reception, as expressed in his work The Velikovsky Affair (de Gracia was editor 
of the American Behavioral Scientist when he edited the book). De Gracia molds 
the various elements of reception into four models: 1) rationalistic, 2) power, 3) 
indeterminacy, and 4) dogmatic. This writer will apply these models to events 
related to reception of creationist data (particularly in public education). 

*Judith Tarr Harding receives her mail at 819 Providence Road, Towson, Md. 
21204 
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The reader should note that the following discussion evaluates reception 
systems only, and by no means stereotypes everyone who holds on evolutionary 
viewpoint. It is also recognized that many sincere theists do not hold special 
creationists views. 


The Rationalistic Model of Scientific Reception 

Those operating under the belief that only what is purely knowledge, derived 
from efficient logic and sense observation, will be received into the corpus of 
science, tend to deny any sociology to such reception;? i.e., they assume that 
power establishments, personality conflicts, philosophical presuppositions, etc., 
will not hinder the reception of scientific truth. “. . . those under the rationalistic 
spell claim that after all ‘there is an objective method of testing reality and any 
reasonable person can see the truth when it is presented to him. . .”” 

Frequently ideologically-based arguments against creationism are advanced; 
those objections are given as though they constituted scientific proof. Listed be- 
low are de Gracia’s tenets of the ideal rationalistic method;‘ in parenthesis I have 
illustrated the philosophical types of opposition against creationism in scientific 
circles that counteract the rationalistic approach: 

1. Any investigator has the right to publish his work. (“If Dr._____ wants 
to publish his work on geological evidences for catastrophism, let him go 
toa religious publishing house.”) 

2. Works will be read before passing judgment. (“Why bother? The subject’s 
not that important to me.”) 

3. Theories will be tested. (“A theory based on the premise of design in the 
universe is teleological, and therefore canot be scientific. Let’s get on with 
the business of refining the only scientific theory we can accept.”) 

4. Honesty and fairness will prevail. (“Creationism involves religious beliefs 
and untestable assumptions and should be rejected for public education. 
Evolution is strictly scientific.”) 

5. Specialists will not reject hypotheses simply because they do not fit into 
formerly learned conceptual schemes. (“Not many are asking questions 
about creation any more, so why investigate it? We feel satisfied the issue 
has been solved for everyone except a few die-hards.”) 

Open discussion will prevail. (“Our curriculum is too jammed already.”) 

7. Recruitment of ideas from those whose methods or hypotheses are rad- 
ically innovative will not be automatically rejected. (“Creationist theory 
does not agree with most authorities, so it couldn’t be correct.”) 

8. Sales ofa work to laymen do not invalidate a thesis. (“The growing support 
for creationism proves nothing, as many supporters are not geologists and 
biologists.”) 

9. Full cognizance is given to the fact that many sciences fall short in quan- 
tificative evidence. (“No one can prove direct creation, so it can never qual- 
ify as scientific.”) 

10. The stamp of approval of an “authority” does not in itself make a tenet 
true or false. (“How many scientists do you know in major universities who 
support creationism?”) 

11. Scientists will reexamine ideas that may be initially rejected if new evi- 
dence is forthcoming. (“Creationism is merely defunct catastrophism.”) 

Rationalistic guidelines are helpful in fostering fair evaluation of all facts per- 
tinent to the origins issue. However, an objective critique of either view of orig- 
ins is absolutely impossible if one does not realize the limitations of applying 
the scientific method to either evolution or creation beliefs. How can one “test” 
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a nonrepeatable creation process? How can one “test” a process that requires 
millions of years (the postulated primeval reducing atomosphere, assembling of 
pre-life elements, regular transitional forms, and laboratory-induced mutations 
forming new kinds — all essential to the evolutionary model — have never 
been observed)? For either view to boast that it is the “strictly scientific” one, 
free from value judgments and philosophical inferences, seems sheer folly. 
Simpson’s generalized observation about the nature of science applies equally 
to origin theory: 

It used to be usual to claim that value judgments have no part in 

science, but we are coming more and more to perceive how false this was. 

Science is essentially interwoven with such judgments. The very existence 

of science demands the value judgment and essential ethic that know- 

ledge is good. The additional and still more fundamental ethic of respon- 

sibility makes scientists individually responsible for evaluating the 

knowledge that they acquire, for transmitting it as may be right, and for 

its ulitmate utilization for good.* 

Public education reception systems seem vulnerable to assessing cre- 
ationism on grounds other than rationalistic. This writer recently addressed a 
group of science chairmen representing the science departments of 35 junior 
and senior high schools. The science department graciously allowed 40 minutes 
for a creationist presentation, followed by a panel of teachers discussing the pre- 
sent evolutionary approach in the classroom, and concluding with questions 
from the audience. Objective discussion of scientific data seemed almost impos- 
sible, due to an overemphasis on ideologically-based objections — how wearied 
one was that creation was still being debated, Indiana textbook controversies, the 
missionary zeal of Christian Heritage college, and the religiuos beliefs of cre- 
ationist leaders. Such objections certainly did not fit within the framework of 
the rationalistic model of scientific evaluation. 

Because of its reliance upon circumstantial evidence, rather than eye-witness 
observation, both theories must be built heavily upon interpretation. Whenever 
one enters the realm of ideas and interpretation, he becomes vulnerable to the 
temptation of defending his position by resorting to tactics that are not ration- 
alistic. One’s point may be defended, not by addressing the factual evidence of 
each view, but by attacking motives, personalities, and methods. De Gracia has 
grouped such behavior into models of power, dogmatism, and indeterminacv. 
The Power Model of Scientific Reception 

Operating under a rationalistic-model label, this type of reception seeks to 
maintain one’s own power, prestige, and pride of authorship, even at the ex- 
pense of rejecting new ideas with better evidence. If stronger evidence weakens 
any set of ideas upon which one has established the reputation of being an “au- 
thority”, there is the instinctual reaction of rejection. In a climate where much 
trust is placed in respected authors, textbook publishers, and knowledgeable 
educators, one’s authority can give as much (or more) credibility to a theory as 
the methodology of the rationalistic model. Appointment to leading 
universities, honors and degrees, etc., confer legitimacy to ideas. Power tactics 
are used to manipulate opinion.® 

The refusal of some institutions to accept research proposals that question the 
evidence for evolution’ reflects a power system of reception, operating under 
the rationalistic myth; so does the opposition of some school districts to in- 
clusion of scientific creationism (not religious creationism) into formal curricula 
(on the basis of preventing sectarian indoctrination), without careful con- 
sideration of the evidence or ample provision for teachers to gain a full under- 
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standing of the scientific tenets of the creationist model. 

Allusions to the power of the nebulous body “Science” are seen in the 1977 
American Humanist Association’s petition sent to major school boards across 
the country, applying pressure against any efforts to place creationist data in 
classrooms. The appeal, “A Statement Affirming Evolution as a Principle of 
Science,” unabashedly claimed evolution to be “... accepted into humanity’s 
general body of knowledge by scientists and other reasonable persons who have 
familiarized themselves with the evidence.” They further asserted that no 
“competent biologist” would consider any alternative theories.® 


The Indeterminacy Model of Scientific Reception 

By “indeterminacy” de Gracia means to zero in on the difficulty of defining 
exactly what is, and what is not, “Science.” This model calls attention to the fact 
that science is a communication system, subject to all the inefficiencies, half- 
truths, and misunderstandings that frequently happen in any attempt to com- 
municate and use information.? 

No one group can fairly speak for “Science.” Ideally, “Science” is the fixed 
totality of all facts that have been discovered, or will be discovered. 
Realistically, “Science” is an indetermined state, depending upon who is edu- 
cated in what facts, and how effectively those facts are being communicated 
and utilized. Such utilization is further conditioned by the motivation of those 
receiving informaton. Learning is crucially dependent upon motivation! Hence, 
no one individual or group can argue for its own cherished theories, “Science 
has decided that ...” as the final word, since any spokesman for scientists, no 
matter how qualified in his own field, may not — indeed, in the elusive subject 
of origins, cannot — know all important facts of ideal science. 

For example, evolutionists may reject catastrophism (other than as local 
phenomena) as a geologic interpretive principle because of their knowledge of 
formation rates of dripstone and fossilized reef barriers, while being unaware 
of, or deeming unimportant, other facts that negate uniformitarian interpre- 
tations — conditions in which dripstone rates multiply, and reefs that upon fur- 
ther investigation lack the large, in situ, organically-bound frameworks that 
would be formed by evolutionary slow deposition. 

The growth of knowledge has increased specialization. If a specialist is seen 
as one “who knows more and more about less and less,” then truth may be 
fragmented because uncommunicated.'° Of special import in the origins con- 
troversy, which involves literally thousands of facts, is de Gracia’s observation: 
“When a truth is admitted only to a small part of the realm of science, it does 
not exist except for that portion of the realm.”!! To many persons, creationism 
lacks credibility because it is not in the mainstream publication network. Many 
publishers reject material that does not accept evolution as “a principle of 
science,” and evidence for creation must follow more restricted com- 
municational systems (the religious publishing house, for example). De Gracia 
observes that fragmented ideas cause scientists to act in “nonrational collective” 
ways, thinking in stereotypes, circulating ideas according to their popularity.'? 
Origin-theory expresses the human compulsion to coordinate a world full of 
complex, and often contradictory, facts and experiences. Twentieth-century 
technology may have made man wiser by spreading these facts more quickly, 
but, ironically, such growth rates also increase susceptibility to error in the fol- 
lowing ways: 

1, The store of knowledge has grown at such a pace that there is a constant 
need to streamline and summarize facts, in order to effectively communicate 
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and acquire mastery of date. (The oversimplified horse series of fossils, 

shown in textbook charts as a case of strict orthogenesis, is one example of 

perpetuation of ill-summarized facts.) 

2. Specialization encourages scientists to view certain assumptions of other dis- 
ciplines as fixed, proven, and true (as with the biologist, who trust the pale- 
ontologist’s assumptions in interpreting fossils and the geochronologist’s dat- 
ing presuppositions, both of whom in turn trust the biologist’s assumptions 
about evolution.) 

3. Generalizations are the most likely ideas to be transmitted by communica- 
tions systems. The public media and textbooks constantly select key conclu- 
sions, unable to present the host of assumptions, calculations, and problems 
associated with an interpretation. The further removed from original 
sources, the more unproven hypotheses can become hopelessly confused 
with facts, and quickly transmitted. (One such current example is the mis- 
informed boast that Nobel prize-winner Prigogine has “solved” the contra- 
diction between evolutionary upward organization and thermodynamic 
dissolution tendencies. Prigogine makes no such claim.) 

“The indeterminacy model fits the inefficiencies in maintenance and replen- 
ishment of the corpus scientiae. Much more is discovered and forgotten than is 
known. Much that is known is unused or known in a partial form” (emphasis de 
Gracia’s). Undoubtedly this limitation accounts for the widespread continuance 
of belief in evolution despite devastating new facts in modern genetics. 

The indeterminacy factor, to this writer, influences perpetuation of the fanci- 
ful theories built upon preconception and scanty evidence of so-called “hominid 
fossils.” Conceptual schemes, expressed in imaginative descriptions of man’s 
past history and intriguing pictorial reconstructions, have convinced many 
people of the “truth” of evolution. Once a conceptual belief is accepted, there is 
a tendency to hold it in spite of new contradictory evidence. The discovery of 
fossils of modern-type men contemporaneous with supposed ancestors, and 
multivariant computerized analysis demonstrating that differences between 
some fossil ancestors are less than variations existing in a single living species, 
leaving scientists without any undisputed fossil traces (even among evolution- 
ists) of man’s evolutionary transformation. Appeal must be made to the final 
logic of indeterminacy: “We don’t have the evidence, but we know it must be 
true.” In essence, such is Lord Zuckerman’s conclusion: 

But in the final analysis, the answer to the question of human descent 

always depends upon preconceptions about the way this evolution oc- 

curred. For example, no scientist could logically dispute the proposition 
that man, without having been involved in any act of divine creation, 
evolved from some ape-like creature in avery short space of time — 
speaking in geological terms — without leaving any fossil traces of the steps 

of the transformation (emphasis added). 

As J have already implied, students of fossil primates have not beem 
distinguished for caution when working within the logical constraints of 
their subject. The record is so astonishing that it is legitimate to ask 
whether much science is yet to be found in this field at all." 

Many evolutionists who have become creationists have found the process to 
be a slow one, since they had to become re-educated to many new facts, and 
fresh interpretations of old ones. When an inquirer begins searching out crea- 
tionist literature, he may have the initial feeling that any one treatment of the 
subject is emphasizing a few truths, and ignoring thousands of concordant facts 
supporting evolution. One’s mind is short-circuited by incredulity and lack of 
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full information — a deficiency that cannot be overcome by any one study- 
encounter. 

When one becomes convinced by the weight of the evidence, is it any less dif- 
ficult for him to convince others? If he shares too little, his listener thinks him 
gullible and half-baked; if he shares too much, the casual hearer thinks him a 
bore! 


Dogmatic Model Of Scientific Reception 
Dogmatism is earmarked by these characteristics: 

1. It operates on other than rationalistic grounds. 

2. The power elite rejects correct ideas even when those ideas could enhance 
power. 

3. Conflicting factions unite to oppose an idea. 

4. There is a high correlation between opposition and the novelty of the idea 
being opposed. 

5. Awork is adversely judged because it is novel to several autonomous power 
groups representing various disciplines. 

6. Repeated, oversimplified, or incorrect statements, appealing to empirically 

“proven” propositions of science, are offered. 

7. The language of reviewers is heavily dogmatic and authoritative.'4 

One of the major enemies to scientific progress is a dogmatism within science 
itself, which “. .. pretends to give absolute value to what has been already ac- 
quired to such a point as to make difficult or even impossible the introduction of 
new concepts . . .”' Stecchini observed that specialization can narrow scientists 
““,. to become prisoners of the general conceptions they have learned together 
with the technical routines that they have spent their lives to master.”!¢ 

A philosophical devotion akin to religious fervor can be attached to current 
ideas of the true nature of science. Absolutist doctrine is characterized by refer- 
ences to “the truth” and “the fact” of evolution. One could hardly conceive of 
more dogmatic language than Dobzhansky’s: 

Let me try to make crystal clear what is established beyond reasonable 
doubt, and what needs further study, about evolution. Evolution as a 
process that had always gone on in the history of the earth can be doubt- 
ed only by those who are ignorant of the evidence or are resistant to evi- 
dence, owing to emotional blocks or to plain bigotry. By contrast, the 
mechanisms that bring evolution about certainly need study and clarifi- 
cation. There are no alternatives to evolution as history that can with- 
stand critical examination."” 

The dogmatic model is highly resistant to reason, for it will not apply to it- 
self the standards it demands for others. “Creation,” evolutionists may say, 
“brings religion into science and should be rejected because science does not 
deal teleologically.” The Humanist petition called creationism “. . . a purely re- 
ligious view . . .”'® A teacher who opposed California’s decision to include crea- 
tionism in its public school curricula, wrote: 

An issue that would seem trivial has exploded into a problem of na- 
tional concern. Science is apparently threatened, and biologists seem to 

be in a bind. Surely all views must be given a platform; to do otherwise is 

unscientific (rationalistic label). Censorship must not be tolerated. But if 

beliefs are given equal time with facts (absolutist tenet), where will it all 
end? How can we teach the truths (absolutist tenet) about science if we 
are distracted by theology? 
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..- Biology is a science; therefore we can insist that creationism must 
not be given special treatment.'® (emphasis Wenner’s). 

This is a double standard. History gives abundant evidence that evolutionary 
theory has social, political, and religious uses and/or abuses; yet creationism 
from a scientific-data approach, not without its own philosophical qualities, 
must be rejected. That any theory explaining the nature of the world spills over 
into non-scientific areas is obvious. Chinese philosopher Liang Ch’ i-ch’ao at- 
tested to the great influence Darwinism had on his own country and culture. It 
furnished a major intellectual stimulus for China’s great upheaval beginning in 
1911:7° 

Since Darwin’s discovery of the principle of the evolution of species, a 
great revolution has occurred in intellectual circles over the whole world. 
His service to learning must be acknowledged. But afterwards his theory 
of the struggle for existence and survival of the fittest was applied to the 
study of human society and became the core of thought, with many evil 
consequences. This great European War has nearly wiped out human civ- 
ilization; although its causes were very many, it must be said that the 
Darwinian theory had a very great influence. Even in China in recent 
years, where throughout a whole country men struggle for power, grasp 
for gain, and seem to have gone crazy, although they understand nothing 
of scholarship, yet the things they say to shield themselves from condem- 
nation are regularly drawn from Yen Fu’s translation of T. H. Huxley’s 
Principles of Evolution, One can see that the influence of theory on man’s 
minds is enormous.?! 

The claim of “strictly scientific” for any hypothesis that is unfalsifiable, 
which has been used socially, politically, and religiously, deserves the following 
indictment: 

. every scientific worker operates with value-judgments, yet per- 
suades himself that these lie ‘outside’ his discipline. That is how the dan- 
ger arises of a science which makes evaluations without actually being 
aware of it and for that very reason assumes a dogmatic philosophical 
standpoint of an involuntary kind.” 

The creationist is in the peculiar predicament of not being allowed to pre- 
sent the scientific arguments he has built for his case, because the hypothesis for 
which he has amassed evidence (“design”) does not fit the conceptual scheme of 
the scientific establishment. His dilemma parallels the experience of an early 
believer in the scientific method, who suggested opening up a cow to find out 
whether certain speculations about the creature’s insides were true. His col- 
leagues laughed at the ridiculous methodology proposed, since their logic had / 
already ruled the hypothesis unsuitable. 


Blind Zealots Or Careful Scientists? 

Perhaps one of the most painful aspects of the origins debate, to creationist 
scientists, is that their devoted energies in applying the fossil record, probabili- 
ties, limiting time chronometers, geologic field expeditions, experimentations in 
genetics, etc., are too easily ignored by a more powerful nonscientific rule of 
reception: “crank” status is attached to any scientist who departs from the 
“principle of evolution.” 

Like the observers at the proverbial parade of the emperor with no clothes, 
creationists find it extremely difficult to challenge an institutionalized concept. 
Their task (often tedious and worthless to the unmotivated onlooker) involves 
thought-systhesis — and communication of that thought-synthesis — in all major 
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fields of learning — astronomy, sociology, biology, psychology, chemistry, phy- 
sics, geology, mathematics, archaeology, humanities, etc. 

The thoughtful inquirer, unfamiliar with the important strides in scientific 
creationism within the last decade, needs no small amount of patience to “hear 
out” all the evidence. To fairly judge the question of reception, one must devel- 
op receptiveness. Perhaps in no other scientific debate will the patient attempt to 
fully know the subject matter before drawing conclusions be worthy of George 
Eliot’s description: “Receptiveness,” said she, “is a rare and massive power, like 
fortitude.” 

One will have to decide if creationist data is the work of true scientists or of 
blinded zealots. Eliot most penetratingly felt the tension of this type of decision. 
In assessing one’s own reception powers, she believed one had to... 

... face this question of the family likeness among the heirs of enthu- 
siasm, whether prophets or dreamers of dreams, whether the ‘Great bene- 
factors of mankind, deliverers,’ or the devotees of phantasmal discovery 
— from the first believer in his own unmanifested inspiration, down to 
the last inventor of an ideal machine that will achieve perpetual motion. 
The kinship of human passion, the sameness of mortal scenery, inevitably 
fill fact with burlesque and parody. Error and folly have their hecatombs 
of martyrs. Reduce the grandest type of man hither to known to an ab- 
stract statement of his qualities and efforts, and he appears in dangerous 
company: say that, like Copernicus and Galileo, he was immovable con- 
vinced in the face of hissing incredulity; but so is the contriver of perpet- 
ual motion. We cannot fairly try the spirits by this sort of test. If we want 
to avoid giving the dose of hemlock or the sentence of banishment in the 
wrong case, nothing will do but a capacity to understand the subject- 
matter on which the immovable man is convinced, and fellowship with 
human travail, both near and afar, to hinder us from scanning any deep 
experience lightly. 
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Presenting the Biblical Creation 
Position on the Secular Campus 
Ellen Myers 


The following paper presents preliminary conclusions drawn from attempts 
to defend the Biblical Creation position on the secular college campus both by 
myself and by my children and friends. Our outreach has been directed pri- 
marily to professors and students of the social sciences and humanities. 

This paper is not intended as a blueprint for similar efforts by others since 
those to whom we speak are highly individual, non-average men and women. 
Still less is it the purpose of this paper to find fault with other campus ministries 
committed to our Lord and His Word. 

By “the Biblical creation position” I mean unequivocal belief in special crea- 
tion; literal Bible interpretation; the Triune God’s design and purpose in nature: 
a young earth; a universal Noachian Flood; Christ as God and Man — our 
Saviour, and Christ-centered thought and action in all areas of life. This posi- 
tion is a fundamental and integral part of trusting faith in God the Father, the 
Son and the Holy Spirit, the Personal God Who hears and answers prayer and 
Who Himself by His sovereign Word created all things ex nihilo and holds them 
together (Colossians 1:16-17). 

The Biblical creation position is incompatible with any and all forms of “pro- 
cess theology” or “‘process philosophy” because they posit an impersonal evolu- 
tionistic universe in which the difference between Creator and creature and the 
identity of man made in God the Creator’s own image are erased. 

The more intelligent and reflective we found those to whom we presented our 
position, the more evident it was that it is precisely our differing perception of 
the origins and hence the nature of reality which divides us. Let us call the Bibli- 
cal creation position Perception A, and the intelligent, reflective unbelievers’ 
position Perception B. 

Perception A sees reality as the “given” expression of the Person of God the 
Creator. Perception B sees reality as a self-contained impersonal ongoing suc- 
cession of temporal circumstances, a chain of events or a “process.” 

The extent of the difference between Perception A’s view of reality as per- 
sonal and Perception B’s view of reality as impersonal cannot be overempha- 
sized. A reflective consistent unbeliever may be expected, under Perception B, 
to see man in general and himself in particular as a mere phenomenon or “the 
product of causes in which his volition took no part”.! He may be expected to 
deny that he possesses meaningful selfhood and moral responsibility. The con- 
sistent Christian believer holding to the Biblical creation position on the other 
hand may be expected to see man in general and himself in particular created in 
the image of Him Whose name is “J am” — as a person with meaningful self- 
hood and moral responsibility. 

It came nevertheless as a shock to me to have this prediction confirmed when 


This article was written in private consultation with Dr. Gerald H. Paske, asso- 
ciate professor of philosophy at Wichita State University. The author gratefully 
acknowledges Dr. Paske’s part in insuring this paper's fairness towards those who 
do not share the Biblical creation position; and also, his help in matters of organi- 
zation and style. The author of course bears full responsibility for the contents and 
their inadequacies. 
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a reflective unbeliever told me early in our acquaintance: “I have no self.” He 
had attempted to find a way out of strict determinism by establishing a self with 
moral responsibility on the foundation of human rationality. But selfhood and 
personhood with moral responsibility cannot evolve from impersonal processes, 
and rationality only presents, not compels, a choice, What are we to make of 
heroism — or martyrdom — chosen against the counsel of reason? Perception B 
cannot predict acts of heroism or martyrdom, the highest exercise of moral re- 
sponsibility by man’s self transcending “man’s character as so far formed” (the 
determinist synomym for “self”). Perception A — the Biblical creation position 
— both predicts and demands such acts. 

The denial of one’s own self appears to me to be the most tragic inference 
from Perception B. By depersonalizing reality it dehumanizes man. Nor must 
we grant the reflective (or any kind of) unbeliever the title “realist,” which we 
would like, accusing us who believe in God of superstition. It is not reality itself 
which leads to his unbelief; it is his own perception of reality, his chosen view of 
it as an impersonal, self-contained, evolutionary process. 

For Perception A reality is. For Perception B reality becomes. 

For Perception A there are absolutes. For Perception B there are only rela- 
tives (a logical extrapolation of this position, though some unbelievers are very 
uncomfortable with it). 

Perception A sees truth as that which precedes and transcends culture, histor- 
ical periods, public opinion, majority rule or any other temporal factors, and 
hence as unchangeable. Perception B sees truth as evolving and hence by defini- 
tion as subject to change. This is a crucial difference, since the Biblical salvation 
concept involves nothing so much as how each of us deals with truth. Pilate cru- 
cified Christ, shrugging “What is truth?” We are told that those who perish do 
so “because they received not the love of the truth, that they might be saved.” (2 
Thessalonians 2:10) In a privately distributed poem on Satan entitled God of 
This World| put it thusly: 

I would be my own lord and saviour! 

Die, Christ! I trample Your blood underfoot again and again. 
My kingdom, this world, is built deliberately 

upon despising the Kingdom of Heaven — 

upon my truth, the truth of the moment 

ever murdering the Everlasting Truth... 

Perception A views the present state of reality as a descent from its originally 
designed perfection, redeemable only by the grace of God. Perception B views 
the present state of reality as a point on the graph of a temporal infinite process 
generally proceeding from simple to complex, from lower to higher, so that 
what lies in the past is prima facie “less developed” and hence implicitly less 
good than that which is present or future. Perception B sees man about to as- 
sume the direction of this process by means of science; this means, in the words 
of C. S. Lewis, “a power exercised by some men over other men with Nature as 
its instrument.”? 

Perception A allows that truth may evolve in the sense of unfolding, as the 
oak unfolds from the acorn or as the purebred plant or animal unfolds from its 
original stock. But Perception A denies that truth may evolve from error, even 
as an oak may not evolve from a cherry pit nor a purebred German shepherd 
dog from a kitten. Perception A holds that evolving in the sense of unfolding is 
evidence of the Creator’s teleological design inherent in all His creation, im- 
plicit in the fixed kinds of Genesis | and explicit in the explanation of why un- 
believers are without excuse of Romans 1:20. This design is shown as well in 
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God's self-revelation through His written word where we see the New Testa- 
ment “unfolding” from the Old, and in His Incarnate Word Jesus Christ Who 
came into this world as a babe and Who “increased in wisdom and stature, and 
in favor with God and man” (Luke 2:52). 

I do not believe that what is loosely called theistic evolution can be creditable 
defended on Biblical grounds. It is akin to if not identical with process theology 
and so close to Perception B that it cannot present itself as a clear and convinc- 
ing alternative to reflective minds. As a thoughtful unbeliever put it to me, “If I 
were a believer, I would be a fundamentalist Bible-believing Christian. This 
concept of God alone is consistent and makes sense.” 

I will now come to the practical aspects of presenting our position. 


1. Prayer 

No one should present our position to anyone, especially to a college profes- 
sor, unless called and prepared by God in prayer. Conversely, once we have be- 
gun our witness we must not withdraw unless and until our Heavenly Father 
Himself makes it very clear to us that this is His will. There must be no ulterior 
motives. His will alone is sufficient grounds for our witness to an unbelieving 
college professor. (I Corinthians 1:26). 

Over and over again God may send us to a particular person with seemingly 
no changes in him or her. The 19th century saint George Mueller prayed for 
two men for 52 years and saw them converted in the end. My father prayed for 
me for 28 years and did not live to see me converted. I admit with shame that I 
fretted over not seeing one converted after praying for him for a mere eight 
years. “Let us not be weary in well doing: for in due season we shall reap if we 
faint not.” (Galatians 6:9) We can only plant and water as God sends us; giving 
the increase in His prerogative (I Corinthians 3:6, 7). 


2. Love and Personal Involvement 

Do not confront anyone, least of all the unbelieving professor, unless you 
love him or her with God’s love which gave His only begotton Son for this pro- 
fessor’s salvation even as for yours. This professor was made by God even as 
you and IJ in His own image to be His beloved son or daughter. Christ’s blood 
shed on Calvary purchased and pleads for this professor even as for you and 
me. Our ministry is that of reconciliation (2 Corinthians 5:18-21). 

To the atheist unbeliever and erstwhile philosophy professor Jean-Paul 
Startre, “hell is other people (I’enfer, c'est les autres).”? But to us, hell is to be 
apart forever from God and other people. (Luke 16:26). 

Creation itself and in particular God’s creation of man in His image shows 
that God the Father desires many sons so God the Son might “be the firstborn 
among many brethren” (Romans 8:29). Reaffirmed by Christ's Incarnation 
and Atonement it establishes human relationships as personal and loving. Our 
witness to the Biblical creation position therefore enjoins us to seek interac- 
tion with our neighbors, believers as well as unbelievers, at the deepest possible 
personal level. 

Lastly, let us not “judge” the unbeliever. By this mean 

(a) no prejudice, such as that “all unbelieving professors are unfair to 
believers”; I testify this is simply not true. 

(b) no “labeling”, such as calling all professors “radicals” or “anti-family”. 
The individual you are dealing with may be quite old-fashioned in actual life- 
style, and/or inconsistent in belief. 
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(c) no premature assessments of the unbeliever’s personality or reaction to 
ourselves and our position. 
Therefore judge nothing before the time, until the Lord come, who will 
bring to light the hidden things of darkness, and will make manifest the 
counsels of the hearts. (I Cor. 4:5a) 


3. Humility 

It has been my experience that while we set out to present the Biblical cre- 
ation position to unbelievers and so in some sense to teach them, we ourselves 
are taught beyond all expectation. I will deal with details when discussing pos- 
sible weaknesses and dangers a little later on. Here let me point out our being 
taught respect for the unbeliever’s professional ability, intelligence, preparation 
and plain hard work, and better ways to present our position as we see the back- 
ground and vantage point of the unbeliever and of unbelievers in general. 

Our Lord also can and does use our relationships with unbelievers to bless us 
by increased understanding of His Word. When dealing with persistent and 
able opponents we are driven to search the Scriptures deeply and to rely upon 
God’s strength and wisdom rather than our own meager resources. After “de- 
scending into hell” to speak to the unbeliever and by all means draw him in love 
to Him Who is Love and Truth we enter into our Lord’s joy and freedom far 
above anything we thought possible. 

To sum up, in our relating to unbelieving professors and students a spirit of 
unteachable, loveless pharisaism to be shunned above all else. Let us humbly 
admit our own faults, errors and ignorances before and while attempting to 
convict others. 


4. Academic Preparation 

One reason why not many Christians are called to defend the Biblical crea- 
tion position in college is that not many are academically fit. We had better 
understand that the ability to reason logically, to read with understanding, to 
write lucidly and to be able to verbalize our position in the face of intelligent 
opposition is a must if we would present our position creditably in classroom 
debate. 

One of my sons found himself in a class conducted by an intensely emotional 
professor hating Christians to the point of repeated invective and other violent 
verbal attacks upon my son and my (then still living) husband. My son studied 
hardest for this class so as never to be remiss in duty. For remember, as students 
we are under the God-given authority of our teachers (Hebrews 13:17 applies). 
The teacher's hostility was countered by calm respect and reasoning yet per- 
severance in conviction. My son eared the teacher's respect, an A in the course, 
and won an initially mostly neutral class over to at least respect and in some in- 
stances acceptance of his/our position. 


5. “Prove all Things” 

We must never, and I repeat never go along with even the professor’s very 
first statements we clearly perceive to be in contradiction to the Biblical creation 
position. This does not mean immediate or even obligatory public repudiation 
for it is impossible to publicly repudiate every anti-Biblical statement in the col- 
lege classroom — we must reserve our fire for the most important issues. But we 
must not uncritically accept anything and be continually alert to error, and we 
must watch lest we be swept away timidly, lazily or unawares by a tide of confu- 
sion. 
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Sometimes rebuttal is necessary very soon. For example, on the very first day 
of an ethics class I was compelled to question my professor’s introductory 
statement that ethics rests upon non-ethical premises. Remember what we said 
earlier: an oak does not evolve from a cherry pit; even so ethical norms do not 
evolve from non-ethical premises such as that “the world is round”, my profes- 
sor’s example of a non-ethical premise. “What ethical norm or ‘ought’ proposi- 
tion can be deduced from the non-ethical premise or ‘is’ proposition that the 
world is round?” I asked. Technically this is an example of what is known in 
philosophy as “Hume’s Gap” — “Ought” cannot be deduced from “‘s.” This is 
as fine an illustration of “fixed kinds” as you could wish for and all the more 
useful to Biblical creation apologetics as the philosopher David Hume for 
whom it is named was an agnostic. My professor never resolved this question. 

Following Thomas Acquinas, Cahal B. Daly sees the root of ethics in God’s 
creation of man as a moral agent.‘ Daly comments on Hume’s Gap and ethics 
as follows: 

Is it true, or how far is it true, that one cannot derive ought is? It is cer- 

tainly true that one cannot, with (utilitarian philosopher) Mill, conclude 

from “this is desired” (a psychological generalization) to “this is desir- 
able, i.e. morally good” (a moral or value judgment). It is true that one 
cannot argue from “this is the direction of evolutionary advance,” to 

“this is morally right” — though, despite (philosopher G.E.) Moore, the 

Waddingtons and Julian Huxleys are still doing this.° 

C.S. Lewis begins his Case for Christianity with a treatise on “Right and 
Wrong as a Clue to the Meaning of the Universe”® precisely because the exis- 
tence of the Moral Law (ethical norms) as a universal integral part of human re- 
lations can only be accounted for by God’s creation of man as a moral agent. 
The existence of the Moral Law per se rules out the evolutionist view of reality 
as a self-contained impersonal process. 

You can see why I could not let my professor’s introductory statement go un- 
challenged. The entire validity of either Biblical creation or evolutionist unbe- 
lief was involved. I will add that some of the above implications were merely 
sensed and not verbally present in my consciousness when I rose to the chal- 
lenge, impelled by a burning sense of duty under God. The only actual know- 
ledge on which to base my challenge available to me at that time was a variation 
of Hume’s Gap remembered from C.S. Lewis’s invaluable Abolition of Man. It 
is as follows: ; 

From propositions about fact alone no practical conclusions can ever 
be drawn. This will preserve society cannot lead to do this except by the 
mediation of society ought to be preserved. This will cost you your life can- 
not lead directly to do not do this: it can lead to it only through a felt desire 

or an acknowledged duty of self preservation. The Innovator is trying to 

get a conclusion in the imperative mood out of premisses in the indicative 

mood: and though he continues trying to all eternity he cannot succeed, 
for the thing is impossible.’ 
B. Attacks upon our Faith 

It is indeed possible to undergo severe trials of faith when engaged in present- 
ing our position to unbelievers. Attacks upon our faith will come when and 
where least expected. Well-meaning fellow Christians may make us doubt our 
purpose and qualifications. Unbelievers will single out and savagely pierce any 
weak spots in our armor of faith. Prayer support from, and sharing joys and 
troubles with Christian brothers and sisters is indispensable. Our Lord blessed 
me with such, and in particular with one beloved “friend who sticketh closer 
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than a brother” (Proverbs 18:24). Without them my campus outreach could 
neither have begun nor endured. 

Yet such attacks strengthen our faith in the end. Persevering in faith on the 
ideological battlefield of the secular college transforms us who are called to this 
service into bold and joyous soldiers of our Lord. I pray for many more laborers 
in this vineyard without the least fear for the safety of anyone recruited by our 
Lord. 

C. “The Last Temptation” 

We said earlier that there must be no ulterior motives but doing God’s Will 

alone in our witness. T.S. Eliot tells us that 
The last temptation is the greatest treason: 
To do the right deed for the wrong reason.® 

In the play from which these words are taken the glory of martyrdom is the 
wrong reason for martyrdom. The only right reason for martyrdom is to be mar- 
tyred in chosen obedience to God’s will. Even so, if we present the Biblical crea- 
tion to unbelievers for any other ultimate reason but because this is God’s will 
for us, we use God by making Him a means to some end of our own. 

Therefore 

(1) We must not present the Biblical creation position to members of the 
academic community merely to show that we Christians too can be intelligent, 
reflective people. This is a temptation especially when overhearing some such 
remark as the one made by a professor in my hearing: “Christians are incapable 
of reasoning logically.” 

(2) We must not present our position merely to gain greater influence on 
campus, perhaps by winning some influential faculty member over to “our 
side.” I myself have trouble with accepting such a motive even as a “co-reason” 
for our witness. But it is a temptation especially when the Christian faculty on 
one’s campus is small in number and courage, and when our position is misrep- 
resented and our people ridiculed and despised. 

(3) Our ultimate reason for presenting our position to the unbeliever cannot 
be to see him converted. True, “God wills all men to be saved and to come to 
the knowledge of the truth” (I Timothy 2:4). Therefore, when we are burdened 
for the conversion of a particular person, we may confidently take it that the 
burden is of God. But first and foremost we must say what we say and do what 
we do because we obey the God of the Bible. 

As we said earlier, God may send us to a particular person over and over 
again over a long period of time with seemingly no change in that person’s be- 
lief. Would we then not slacken or consider the work a failure if our ultimate 
reason for our witness were to see the unbeliever converted? Ezekiel was sent to 
“a stiffnecked and rebellious people” to speak God’s words to them “whether 
they will hear, or whether they will forbear.” (Ezekiel 2:3-8). We are called to 
present the Biblical creation position in the same spirit of unconditional obe- 
dience to God’s will, our ultimate motive and reason. 

I speak with great tenderness here. I know what it is to be so burdened for a 
special person that our own salvation seems incomplete without the other’s. I 
know what it is to yearn for another’s sharing of our own joy, peace and certain- 
ty, to ache at the sight of the other’s inner unhappiness and emptiness, to count 
no effort too great, no service too low, no loving contact or word ill spent or ex- 
cessive, to open one’s own self unreservedly for the other to observe if only that 
will help him see Christ. I know what it is to bear this love as pain when, as 
seems to happen often with unbelieving college faculty members, they alternate 
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in their reaction to use between responding and resisting, “hot” and “cold”, joy 
and fury or contempt. I know what it is to pray to have our love restored to ear- 
lier fullness so as not to abandon the beloved unbeliever to eternal lovelessness. 
I do not really know what it would be like to withdraw from one so loved. But I 
do know that I must persevere not so my will should be done but so the will of 
our Father in Heaven should be done, and in His time; and I know that without 
His so willing it I could not persevere in love even for one second. 

Presenting our position to unbelievers, then, is ultimately God’s work, or 
tather God’s Work in and with us by His grace. Even as all His creation glorifies 
Hin, so will He be glorified abundantly by this work of His hands over which 
He has given us dominion (Psalm 8:6). 


FOOTNOTES 
Bernard Berofsky, editor, Free Will and Determinism, (New York: Harper & 
Row, 1966), 37. 
CS. Lewis, The Abolition of Man, (New York: Macmillan Publishing Co., 
Inc., Fourteenth Printing 1976), 69. 
Jean-Paul Sartre, No Exit, (New York: Random House, Vintage Books 
Edition, September 1955), 47. 
Cahal B. Daly, Morals, Law and Life, (Chicago: Scepter Publishers, 1966), 
29. 
5 Ibid., 31. 
C.S. Lewis, The Case for Christianity, (New York: Macmillan Publishing 
Co., Twenty-Third Printing 1974), 3-28; also in C.S. Lewis, Mere Christianity, 
(New York: Macmillan Publishing Co., Nineteenth Printing 1975), 17-39. 
C.S. Lewis, The Abolition of Man, 43-44. 
T.S. Eliot, Murder in the Cathedral, (New York: Harcourt, Brace & World, 
Inc., Harvest Book HB 72, 1935, 1963), 44. 
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Article Announcement and Review 


The Establishment of the Religion of Secular Humanism and Its First Amend- 
ment Implications, by John Whitehead and John Conlan. Copyright 1978 by 
The Texas Tech Law Review, Texas Tech School of Law, Lubbock, Texas. 


The Government's increasing encroachment upon American Religious Lib- 
erties and Freedoms is a frightening reality in today’s Twentieth Century 
Society. No less startling is Secular Humanism’s ceaseless attempt to disem- 
bowel the foundations of law and truth. Secular Humanism is a religious belief 
whose establishment by the State must be halted — today. 

The Texas Tech Law Review is pleased to announce the publication of John 
Whitehead’s and John Conlan’s extensive article defining and exposing the es- 
tablishment of the religion of Secular Humanism to be published in Vol. 10, No. 
1 (1978). The article is divided into two parts. The first part focuses on the 
development of the judicial definition of religion and its transition from tradi- 
tional theism’s definition to the Supreme Court’s definition of “belief- 
as-ultimate-concern.” Whitehead and Conlan trace the Supreme Court’s 
gradual shift from religion founded upon the absolutes of traditional theism to 
the advent of “belief” apart from “exercise” and the humanistic relativism that 
persists today. The article’s well-researched history of the First Amendment re- 
ligion clauses reveals the stark contrast between the Supreme Court’s present 
definition of religion and that which the founding fathers intended. The foun- 
ding fathers who wrote and debated each word of the Constitution understood 
and intended “religion” to mean a transcendent relationship between the Cre- 
ator and his creatures. However, humanistic relativism has permeated the 
Supreme Court’s thinking to the extent that today “religion” does not even con- 
ceive of a Creator who gives absolute meaning and value to life, but rather is 
regarded as anything which has an “ultimate concern” to the particular indi- 
vidual possessing such concern. Whitehead and Conlan correctly note that 
under the Supreme Court’s progressive interpretation of religion everyone has a 
religion and all things or mental processes of an individual’s mind are religious. 

The second part of the article thoroughly defines Secular Humanism and its 
beliefs. Whitehead and Conlan discuss the six basic tenets of Secular Human- 
ism — the denial of relevance of Deity or supernatural agencies; the beliefin the 
supremacy of “human reason”; the belief in the inevitability of progress; the 
belief in science as the guide to human progress and the ultimate provider of an 
alternative to both traditional theism and morals; the belief in the self- 
sufficiency and centrality of Man; and the belief in the absolutism of evolution. 
The last tenet is discussed in great detail because of its importance and breadth. 
The inescapable conclusion is that Secular Humanism is a religion whose object 
of worship is Man and because it is a “religion” the establishment of Secular 
Humanism in our society through the organs of the State is unconstitutional. 

This article will stand as a masterful research tool and analysis of the Law of 
Religious Freedom in the United States and its message is essential to anyone 
desiring true religious freedom. The authors should be applauded for their 
scholarly work amid a field of hostility and bitterness. 


Charles Bundren, Lead Articles Editor, ’78-79 Texas Tech Law Review 
EDITOR’S NOTE: We have a small number of copies of this article available 
to CSSHS subscribers. The price is $1.50 per copy. 
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The Impact of Creationism 
on the Social Sciences* 
Paul D. Ackerman 


As the Biblical creation model of origins is increasingly advanced by my col- 
leagues in the natural sciences, I think it timely to give some thought to the im- 
plications of these developments for the social sciences. Although these effects 
would apply to all branches of the social sciences, my thinking has been direct- 
ed primarily at my own field of psychology. The following list is by no means 
exhaustive, but I do feel that the items mentioned touch on some very central 
and important potential influences. It also should be noted that I am persuaded 
that the following influences would be beneficial rather than detrimental. 

First of all, Biblical creationism should stimulate a reexamination of the very 
concept of social science. Social science came into being at least partially as a 
result of the Darwinian revolution, which viewed man as being on a continuum 
with the rest of nature. In this view psychology, for example, was seen as no less 
a natural science than biology or physics. Man could be the object of study as 
legitimately as any other completely natural phenomenon. Unfortunately, what 
has been gained in terms of increased knowledge about man’s behavior has 
been purchased at a price of man’s sense of uniqueness. The gains are impres- 
sive and useful, but the loss is gigantic. Perhaps the best way of stating it is that 
social science -has gained much in the way of knowledge about man but lost 
much in terms of understanding man. 

IT presume that we would all agree that the question of whether a social 
science should be undertaken at all is by now moot. Mankind has long since 
passed the point of no return on that question. Social science with its benefits, 
liabilities, potentialities and dangers is with us, and until the Lord returns, it will 
probably remain so. What I believe we can expectantly pray is that Biblical cre- 
ationism would enable a clearer delineation of the domain and limits of social 
science. That it would, in short, allow man to regain his sense of dignity and 
uniqueness as “created in God’s image” without losing the benefits of increased 
knowledge which can derive from an active and vibrant social science. 

The second point is somewhat related to and follows from the first. The social 
sciences have in recent years become increasingly revolutionary in their out- 
look. Under the influence of relativism and evolutionism, many social scientists 
have come to see their mission as the reshaping and redirecting of mankind. 
Guided by this or that reductionist personality theory, they have set out to “re- 
create” man. The sensitivity/encounter group movement is one example of an 
effort to recreate man in the image of psychological theory. Social experiments 
in economics, education, mental health and politics have been conceived, pro- 
moted, and in some cases carried out. Many Christian observers have quite 
rightly seen something of the approaching anti-Christ in all this activity. It is just 
one of the signs which lead many of us to feel that Jesus will come again soon. 

But in the meantime, what role might scientific creationism play in this rev- 
olutionary aspect of social science? I believe that to the degree Biblical creation- 
ism comes to be accepted by the lay and scientific communities, it would greatly 
reduce this revolutionary tendency. I think almost all of our evolutionist 


*Reprinted from The Proceedings of the Sixth National Creation Science Con- 
ference, Bible-Science Assoc., 2911 E. 42nd Street, Minneapolis, Minn. 55406. 
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friends would agree with the last point. Their fear would be that at best scien- 
tific creationism would simply serve the social, political, and economic status 
quo. At worst, it would lead to a new era of authoritarian church dominance 
over academic life. My answer to this is that, first of all, | am convinced the Bib- 
lical creation account is true (in current scientific jargon I would say that the 
data fit the scientific creationist model better than the evolutionist model), and 
therefore, I must promote it. Secondly, in the light of Biblical truth regarding 
human nature, I realize that these fears are well-grounded. But God forbid it! 
Let it not be! There is no reason why by God’s grace scientific creationism can- 
not trigger a new enthusiasm for scientific and scholarly inquiry and discovery, 
on the one hand, and Christ-like living and love, on the other. Let us pray that it 
will be so. 

But I see another sobering aspect of this matter. There is a tremendous zeal 
and commitment in the revolutionary thinking of many non-believing social 
scientists and social planners. They have a vision — not always clearly defined 
in their own minds — but a rough vision nonetheless of a new world order. To 
the extent that they see scientific creationism “catching on,” they will also quite 
rightly see it as a threat to their objectives. If scientific creationism in accor- 
dance with secular rules and norms of free academic inquiry and persuasion is 
seen to be gaining the upper hand, then many evolutionists might be tempted to 
abandon those rules and norms in opposing it. In short, we may force their 
hand. Ifit is God’s will and purpose for us, then let it be. 

A third point has to do with the view of man as active agent versus passive re- 
actor. In a very basic sense the problem of all science is the problem of account- 
ing for motion. Why do things move at all, and why do they move in this or that 
particular manner? The ancient Greeks addressed the problem in terms ofa dis- 
tinction between active self-action and passive reaction. Do things only move 
because they are struck by some external force, or do they move according to 
some cause entirely within themselves? In psychology there is continual debate 
between the active and passive views. For many years the passive position was 
predominant, but recent years have seen a dramatic resurgence in active, self- 
actional views of man. 

The problem is that from an evolutionary viewpoint there is no really sound 
epistemological foundation for the self-actional viewpoint. The only really satis- 
factory foundation for viewing man as a free, self-actional agent is “In the be- 
ginning God created the heavens and the earth.” God is the first cause. God is 
by definition a self-actional, free agent. On that ground and only on that ground 
can I view man as a free, self-actional agent. Free will only has meaning in a 
creationist context. Scientific creationism could therefore provide an important 
contribution in the sense of a viable philosophical foundation for an important 
and desirable trend in psychology. 

But ina larger sense, the creationist viewpoint transcends the argument about 
active versus passive man, between free will and determinism. God created an 
orderly cause-effect universe. It is regular and lawful in its operation. Being part 
of that creation, man’s behavior is also orderly and lawful. Without this faith no 
science of man would be possible. But man is more. Man is also created in 
God’s image. He is a free moral agent. We declare this as an article of faith and 
not as a scientific question. We accept these truths just as we accept the Biblical 
paradox of man’s choice and God’s predestination. Both are true and both are 
necessary. I cannot prove man as either active or passive in a scientific sense. 
However, both of these do follow paradoxically from my creationist presupposi- 
tions. They also fit with scientific and everyday experience. Finally, they are in 
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accord with my understanding of Scriptural revelation. 

Thus, I believe that creationism provides the only viable epistemological 
base for scientific psychology. Psychology as science must proceed to study be- 
havior as an orderly, cause-effect phenomenon. Its greatest advances in terms of 
explanation, prediction and control have come from that stance in which man is 
viewed as passive. Biblical creationism provides for and prescribes the bounds 
for such a view. The boundaries are exactly at that line where social science be- 
gins to encroach upon and destroy man’s deepest and most immediate concept 
of himself as a choosing agent in the universe. Biblical creationism also sets 
boundaries on the active or self-actional view of man. The boundaries are set at 
the point where psychology’s faith in autonomous man leads into mysticism 
and occult speculations. 

The final point concerns the impact of scientific creationism on the common 
sense view of man. We might call this “common sense psychology.” Under the 
influence of reductionist, evolutionary views, common sense psychology has 
generally been held in low esteem by the experts for the profundity of everyday 
explanations of behavior. My own biased view is that the most correct and most 
valuable description of man’s personality, apart from Scripture, is that provided 
by common sense psychology. It is more useful and accurate in predicting and 
controlling behavior in general contexts than any of the scientific theories of 
personality. That is not to say that scientific theories of personality do not pro- 
vide insights into narrow and limited domains of human behavior. I believe 
they do. Nevertheless, taken at face value and applied across general situations, 
all personality theories are ridiculously inadequate. That is why psychologists, 
regardless of their theoretical persuasion, by and large conduct their own lives 
in terms of a common sense psychology perspective. 

One implication of Biblical creationism in general is that common sense is far 
more reliable than evolutionary scientists would have us believe. As an evolu- 
tionist recently remarked in criticizing creationism, “common sense is possibly 
the least reliable guide to understanding science.” In a sense, selling people on 
this idea has been the secret of the success of evolutionary theory. Darwin began 
by rejecting the literal appearance and common-sense view of the fossil record. 
Though the fossil record shows distinct kinds, nevertheless it was interpreted 
counter to common sense as evidence for an unbroken continuum of increasing- 
ly complex life forms.' And so it is today. The average person has been taught 
that he should distrust his senses and not believe what he sees unless it is consis- 
tent with current scientific theory. A good part of the battle for scientific crea- 
tionism consists in getting people to trust their own senses and accept the 
common sense appearance of the data. 

In summary, I believe we might expect scientific creationism to influence the 
social sciences in the following four ways: First, it would cause a redefinition of 
the domain and limits of social science. Second, it would lessen the current ten- 
dency toward social engineering and cultural management. Third, it would 
provide for a balanced conception of man both as free moral agent and subject 
to environmental and biological influences. Lastly, it would lead to a higher re- 
gard for common sense and the “naive view” of both man and nature. 


‘With regard to this point consider the following quote from an article “Evo- 
lution’s Erratic Pace” by Stephen Jay Gould (Natural History, 1977, 86 (5), 
12-16): Darwin (in interpreting the geologic record) “— had to reject literal 
appearance and common sense for an underlying ‘reality.’ (Contrary to 


popular myths, Darwin and Lyell were not the heroes of true science, defend- 
ing objectivity against — theological fantasies — Catastrophists were as 
committed to science as any gradualist; in fact, they adopted the more ‘ob- 
jective’ view that one should believe what one sees and not interpolate miss- 
ing bits of a gradual record into a literal tale of rapid change.)” p. 12-13. 


BOOK REVIEW 


The Harvest of Twenty Centuries, by Edward Coleson. Copyright 1967 by 
Edward P. Coleson, Ph.D., Professor of Social Science, Spring Arbor College, 
Spring Arbor, Michigan 49283. Copies may be obtained by writing to Prof. Col- 
eson, P.O. Box 32, Spring Arbor, MI 49283. 

Professor Coleson, a university teacher and an ordained minister in the 
Wesleyan Church, has been a pioneer of defending Biblical creation and its im- 
plications in the social sciences all his adult life. The mere fact that he has 
perservered in his basic commitment to the God-Creator of the Bible is note- 
worthy and encouraging to the “seven thousand who have not bowed their knee 
to Baal” as students, and especially as teachers, of the social sciences and 
humanities in secular universities and colleges today. The words of R. J. Rush- 
doony, another seasoned defender of the Biblical creation perspective against 
the hostility of conscious or unconscious academic nihilists, are to the point: 

Increasingly now, a strong Christian is intolerable to the university 
world, . . Especially if they are Christian reconstructionists is the hostility 
great. 

The Christians are now a threat, because they are increasingly a 
power ... Men of power are feared and hated by impotent men. 

Please be in prayer for Christian teachers on all levels, because on every 
level their work is under fire. (Circular letter dated April 2, 1979 issued by 
R. J. Rushdoony for Chalcedon, P.O. Box 158, Vallecito, California 
95251) 

When Professor Coleson published his book, he must have seemed to himself 
and others even more than today a voice crying in the wilderness of agnosticism- 
atheism-nihilism erupting in the anarchy of the Sixties. The increasing number 
of Biblical creation perspective defenders, and of others who are ready to listen 
and earnestly question us, in the Seventies is largely due to the undaunted ef- 
forts of creation science pioneers like Dr. Coleson. 

What is it in their work which has unanswerably challenged the evolutionist 
shibboleths of the academic establishment? What distinguishes the work of Dr. 
Coleson in particular? 

The unanswerable challenge presented by the Biblical creation position is 
that if Biblical creation ex nihilo be indeed the beginning of all things, then all 
things must be evaluated according to their law of being given them by God 
their Creator at creation. Moreover, man’s history must then necessarily be the 
outworking of man’s obeying or else denying his own law of being, namely, his 
creation in God’s image and likeness. Finally, the task of the Biblical creation- 
oriented historian and/or history teacher is to investigate and disseminate the 
Most accurate and comprehensive information possible on man’s prospering 
when obeying, and perishing when disobeying God and God’s law. 
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Dr. Coleson’s book, the third in a series of books written for his general edu- 
cation class in social science at Spring Arbor College, (the first two are Western 
Heritage, an ancient history paralleling the Bible story, and Scriptural Standard 
in Economics and Government) was penned to lead his readers to the Moral Law, 
i.e. God’s Law for man, as a “unifying principle to guide (one’s) search through 
the academic jungle,” (first page of introduction). Chapter 1, “The Triumph of 
the Faith”, is headed by a quote from C. S. Lewis which might well be any Bib- 
lical creation-oriented historian’s motto: 

If you read history, you will find that the Christians who did most for the 
present world were just those who thought most of the next. It is since 
Christians have largely ceased to think of the other world that they have 
become so ineffective in this. Aim at Heaven and you will get earth 
thrown in. Aim at earth and you will get neither. (Mere Christianity) 
(Coleson, p.6) 

This quote is followed by chronology of major historical events from Christ’s 
Crucifixion (29 ?) to the birth of Mohammed (570 ?). The question marks be- 
hind these two dates, I think, are (perhaps unintentionally) revealing of Dr. 
Coleson’s primary concern not so much with years and dates but with the 
thoughts and active faith of the men and women who helped bring about the 
events we date. This, of course, is basic to relating man’s history to man’s obedi- 
ence or disobedience to God. 

The book is written in a simple and fresh, almost conversational style. It 
therefore lends itself easily to both the historical scholar and to the comparative 
novice. It is permeated with excellent quotes from the works of a host of other 
writers, including fellow historians, e.g. Gibbon, Carlyle, or Toynbee, philoso- 
phers and economists, e.g. Edmund Burke, Friedrich Hayek, Alexis de 
Tocqueville, James Truslow Adams, Adam Smith and many others, modern 
conservative thinkers, e.g. Ludwig von Mises, C. Northcote Parkinson or 
Whitaker Chambers, and modern liberal thinkers such as R. H. Tawney or 
Walter Lippman. Dr. Coleson’s prodigious reading over a prodigious range of 
subjects is evident from the wealth of sources he cites. (A bibliography, divided 
by areas, e.g. economics, history, philosophy, political science, and of course 
theology, might be a useful addendum for a future edition of the book.) 

Chapter V deals with the conversion and work of John Wesley furnishing us 
a wealth of details commonly overlooked in general history texts. The following 
example is of interest to those who believe either that Christians should not be 
academically active, or else that they are rendered academically sterile by their 
faith: 

The members of the several smaller denominations which split off the 
Methodist movement here in America have often been accused of being 
anti-intellectual. Certainly the Father of Methodism was not. After grad- 
uating from one of the colleges of Oxford, he was shortly thereafter made 
a Fellow of Lincoln College (Oxford) and then “Moderator of Exercises 
and Disputation.” In this he excelled. The poet Southey said of him: 

“No man was ever more dexterous in the art of reasoning!” In spite of the 
fact that Wesley’s later ministry was to a large extent to the unlettered 
and depraved masses of England, he was very much the scholar. He was 
always a voracious reader, often doing his studying while in the saddle 
traveling from one preaching point to another. He authored no less than 

319 publications, ranging from pamphlets to books. (Coleson, p.248) 

Dr. Coleson writes about the “social concern” of Wesley and some of his con- 
temporary followers, the so-called Clapham Sect. They believed in private char- 

92 


ity, increasing with one’s wealth, and that “it did more good to give a slum fami- 
ly a Bible than to try to re-engineer the world to supply their temporal needs.” 
(Coleson, 251) The following comment by the author is worth quoting — and 
pondering: 

We may eventually catch on that there is almost nothing we can do at any 

price to get men out of the slums until we devise some way to get the 

“slum” out of the people who make these blighted areas. (Coleson, 251) 

Except for the brief chronologies preceding each chapter, the book does not 
emphasize a complete or topical balanced overview of the twenty centuries 
A.D. It is obviously and explicitly meant to be supplemented by other materials, 
“often ones with which I heartily disagree” (introduction). There are engaging 
digressions from “mainline” history, for example, the description of map- 
making and determination of longitude (pp. 155-158). There are seeming digres- 
sions from historic flow which are of utmost gravity. For example, the outstand- 
ing section “Is Philosophy Fatal?” (pp. 85-87) deserves further in-depth study 
and elaboration by Biblical creation-oriented scholars in the social sciences and 
humanities. Dr. Coleson quotes J. Barton Payne as follows: “Greek thought was 
speculative and denied the finality and historical reality of the ‘Thus saith the 
Lord’. . .” (Coleson, 87) 

The work is designed to lead scholars out of speculative thought and to God’s 
ever-valid unchangeable Law. In this purpose it succeeds by God’s grace. 


Ellen Myers 
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